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 The use of drones is an extrajudicial method of killing that is considered highly 
controversial. The purpose of my research was to examine the legality and psychological 
effects of drone strike warfare to combat terrorism globally. The use of drones may 
predate the Obama administration, however under his administration to use of drones had 
greatly increased.  
  After the terrorist attacks of 9/11, President George W. Bush, in his capacity as 
Commander-in-chef authorized the use of drones against leaders of al-Qaeda forces, 
pursuant to Congress’s approval. This approval was enacted by the Authorization for the 
Use of Military Force, “The president is authorized to use all necessary and appropriate 
force against those nations, organizations, or persons he determines planned, authorized, 
committed, or aided the terrorist attacks that occurred on September 11, 2001.”  The 
intended goal of using drone strikes against al-Qaeda members was that they may be 
targeted anywhere in the world, therefore adding another dimension to how wars are 
fought. The Obama administration continued this policy because of continued 
engagement in an armed conflict.  
 Countries such as Yemen, Pakistan, Somalia, Libya, Iraq, and Afghanistan are 
areas that drone strikes are conducted regularly due to their perceived threat of harboring 
terrorists. The issue of legality on an international scale is not clearly stated, because the 
UN Security Council did in fact recognize the right for the United States to defend itself 
following 9/11. However does the right to self-defense regulate the use of drones in 
another country borders? This question was answered, but through a vague lens, because 
the UN security recognized the self-defense as a reason to engage in conflict, therefore 
legitimizing drone strikes on an international scale. The United States Judicial system has 
not been willing to address the issue of when US drone strike kills innocent people in 
another territory. In Bin Ali Jaber v. The United States, the court stated that if lawsuits 
fall under the political scope, then the court would refuse to that case. The political scope 
was applied because the president serves as the commander-in-chief; therefore, the use of 
drone’s strikes is solely an executive decision.  
 Policy-decision makers often times conduct a cost-benefit analysis of advantages 
and disadvantages of military engagement, especially if it involves placing boots on the 
ground.  Those who favor drones will repeatedly state that drones are a cheaper option in 
terms of reducing military cost, as well as providing a solution for reducing American 
causalities.   
  The effects of drone on soldiers are similar to that of being on the ground from the 
perspectives of soldiers and medical professional that are treating these types of cases. 
Civilians in conflict areas are traumatized, because those civilians are present on the 
ground and can experience trauma from such life-changing events. Studies have shown 
that civilians live in constant fear resulting in them not leaving the house. Fear is a 
powerful emotion that could lead to reoccurring trauma.   
In conclusion, changes can provide a more comprehensive strategy that can work towards 
bringing greater transparency and justice, while at the same time reducing stressors on 
civilian population and pilots.  
 
 
 
 
  
 
